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STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit #2 (OJ2) at the Hranica
Landfill Site (the Site) in Buffalo Township, Butler County, Pennsylvania, devel oped and chosen in accordance
with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as anmended, (CERCLA)
42 U S.C. [Para][Para] 9601 et seq., and to the extent practicable, the National Ol and Hazardous Substances
Pol I uti on Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CF.R Part 300. This decision is based on the

Adm ni strative Record for this Site.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a, Departnent of Environnmental Resources has not concurred with the Record of
Deci si on (ROD).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

The determ nation has been made that no further Renedial Action is necessary at this Site. Therefore, the
Site now qualifies for inclusion in the "sites awaiting del etion" subcategory of the Construction Conpletion
category of the National Priorities List. As specified in Section VI Summary of Site R sks, there are no
site-related risks that warrant further renedial action of any kind.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

This Operable Unit is the second and final operable unit for the Site and it addresses ground water
contami nation. The selected alternative for the ground water at the Site is No Action. Under this
alternative, no further Renedial Action will be taken at this Site. Gound water will be nonitored
pursuant to the remedial action selected in the RCD for the first Operable Unit.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

Pursuant to duly delegated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U S. C [Para]
9606, that the selected alternative is protective of human health and the environment. Although no renedi al
action will be taken, ground water quality at and in the vicinity of the Site will be reviewed within five
years in accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C [Para] 9621(c) to ensure that human health and
the environnent continue to be adequately protected.

5/ 26/ 94
Peter H. Kostnayer Dat e
Regi onal Admi ni strat or
Region |11
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON
HRANI CA LANDFI LL SI TE

DECI SI ON SUMVARY

I.  SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Hranica Landfill Site conprises 15 acres, and is |located approximately 21 miles north of Pittsburgh
and just south of the village of Sarver on Ekastown Road, Buffal o Township, Butler County, Pennsylvania
(Figure 1). The Site was used as a landfill, drumdisposal, and incineration facility.

The Site is located in a rural area in southern Butler County near Route 28. It is surrounded by
orchards, corn fields, and wooded areas. Buffal o Township covers 23.9 square mles and has a popul ati on of
approxi mately 6,600 people. It is estimated that 1,000 people reside within a one-nile radius of the Site,
4,000 people reside within a two-mle radius, and 10,000 reside within a three-nile radius. The nearest
offsite, private drinking well is approximately 2,000 feet fromthe Site boundary.

Il.  SITE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

Bet ween 1966 and 1974, WIliam Hranica and his brother, Joseph, owned and operated a facility, which
accepted both nunicipal and industrial wastes. The initial waste disposal nethods for industrial wastes were
open incineration and surface inpoundnment storage. However, in or around 1968, the practice of incinerating
waste was tenporary halted at the request of the Butler County Heal th Departnent because of air pollution
problens. M. Hranica then disposed of the liquid wastes by direct discharge into unlined
surface inmpoundnents. Wthin five weeks of applying wastes to surface i npoundnents, an adjacent property
owner detected contamnation in a spring on his property. Upon discovery of the contam nated spring, the
Pennsyl vani a Heal th Departnent ordered M. Hranica to stop disposing of liquid wastes into unlined surface
i mpoundnent s.

M. Hrani ca abandoned surface i npoundnent di sposal and began to incinerate the wastes for a second tine
inlarge metal vats. M. Hanica then applied to the Pennsyl vania Heal th Departnent in Septenber, 1970 for
perm ssion to dispose of liquid wastes by a nethod designed by M. Hranica which consisted of burning wastes
inatwintank pit with air vents. However, the Pennsylvania Health Departnent denied M. Hranica's request
and requested himto subnit a satisfactory control plan by Cctober, 1970. M. Hranica did not submt the
required control plan but did continue to operate his disposal practices utilizing incineration. M. Hanica
di sposed of the residual ash fromthe incineration process in unprotected piles on the Site and continued to
stage nunerous drums of waste on the Site until sonetime in 1974.

<Fi gur e>

In April 1981, a Site Investigation was performed by a Field Investigati on Teamunder contract to the
EPA. The results of surface water sanples, including spring discharges and landfill seepage, collected
during this investigation indicated the need for further study. A separate Prelininary |Investigation at the
Site conducted by PPG I ndustries, Inc. (PPG also confirned the presence of contamination. The Site
I nvestigation Report indicated that the Hranica Site received paint and solvent wastes fromthe PPG plant in
Springdal e, Pennsylvania, and fromthe PPG Research and Devel opnent Center in A lison Park, Pennsylvani a.
The Hanica facility also received plating wastes, netal sludges, and waste oils fromthe
Al um num Conpany of Anmerica (ALCOA) facility in Logans Ferry, Pennsylvania.

The Hranica Site was listed on the EPA's National Priorities List (NPL) on Septenber 8, 1983. The Site
was |isted as #123 out of 418 sites on the NPL at that tine. The Hazard Ranking Score (HRS) for the Site was
51.94 on a scale fromO to 100. After the Site's inclusion on the NPL, PPG and ALCOA contracted D Appol oni a
Wast e Managenent Services, Inc. to performrenoval activities at the Site. The renoval activities were
financed by ALCOA and PPG and were done according to a Consent Agreenment with PADER  These activities were
perforned during 1983 and 1984 and involved the rermoval and ultimate di sposal of nore than 19, 200 druns and
4,000 cubic yards of visibly contam nated soil. Three large tanks containing oils and paint sludges were
also enptied, and their contents were incinerated at an offsite disposal
facility. The incinerator ash was then consolidated into a 2.5-acre area | ocated at the southern portion of
the Site. After these activities were conpleted, that portion of the Site was capped wi th natural clay,
graded, and revegetated to prevent or mnimze infiltration, stormrunoff, and erosion.

Fol  owi ng the conpl etion of these renoval activities, additional testing of the ground and surface water
was perforned by PPG The collected data were sunmari zed by I nternational Technol ogy Corporation (IT) in a
Conprehensive Site Investigation Report, dated January 30, 1987, and then revised July 27, 1987. The results
of this investigation indicated that residual contam nation was still present at the Site. Therefore, EPA
and PPG entered into a Consent Order on March 13, 1987 requiring that PPG conduct a Phase Il Conprehensive
Site Investigation, deened to be equivalent to a Renedial Investigation (RI), an Endangernent Assessnent



(EA), and a Feasibility Study (FS) for the Site.

The Draft RI/EA Report was submitted to EPA and PADER in Septenber of 1989. Based on comments received
from EPA and PADER, the report was revised and resubmitted on April 10, 1990. The FS Report, dated February
1990, was submitted to the EPA and PADER for comment. The FS Report was al so revised
and was then resubmtted in May 1990.

A ROD for the QU1 was issued by EPA on June 29, 1990. QU1 addressed the contami nated soils that still
remai ned onsite. The renedy selected by EPA in the ROD consisted of: an eight-foot fence around the entire
perineter of the Site to prevent trespassing; a |long-termground water nonitoring programof both on- and
offsite wells; placenent of a soil cover consisting of two feet of clay and one foot of topsoil on top of the
remai ni ng areas of | ead-contaminated soils, and deed restrictions to prevent
the soil cover fromever being disturbed and to prevent the devel opment of wells onsite.

A Consent Decree to performthe Remedi al Design and Renedial Action (R RA) for QU1 was signed by ALCOA
and PPG in June of 1991. The Renedial Design was started in February, 1992 and the Final Design was approved
on March 17, 1993. The Renedial Action began in June, 1993 and was conpleted in Septenber, 1993. The Site
is now conpletely fenced, and a Consent Decree with the property owner to record the deed restrictions has
been signed. Approximately 3000 truckl oads of soil were placed onsite during the Renedi al
Action. A five-acre soil cover was placed on the forner disposal area and the adjoining hillside. This soil
cover has al so been graded and seeded.

111, COWUN TY RELATI ONS SUMVARY

In accordance with Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C [Para][Para] 9613 and 9617, EPA issued a
Proposed Pl an on February 25, 1994. The Proposed Pl an and the technical docunents upon which it is based were
nade available to the public by nmaintaining copies in the Admnistrative Record for the Site. The
Adm ni strative Record is kept at the two locations |isted bel ow

Publ i ¢ Readi ng Room
EPA Region 111

841 Chestnut Street
Phi | adel phia, PA

and

Buf fal o Townshi p Muni ci pal Buil di ng
109 Bear O eek Road
Sarver, Pennsyl vani a

The notice of availability for the docunents was published in both the Valley D spatch News and the Butler
Eagl e on February 25, 1994. A public coment period was held from February 25, 1994, through March 26, 1994.
Additionally, a public neeting was held at 7:00 P.M on March 8, 1994 at the Buffal o Townshi p Mini ci pal
Building. At this meeting, representatives from EPA and PADER answered questions about the Site and the
ground water beneath it. One witten comment, a |letter from PADER dated March 25, 1994, was

recei ved during the public comrent period. The Responsiveness Summary is based on oral comments received
fromthe public during the March 8th public neeting, and the letter from PADER The above actions satisfy
the requirenents of Section 113(k) and 117 of CERCLA, 42 U . S.C Sections 9613(k) and 9617. A transcript of
the neeting was maintained in accordance with Section 117(a)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. [Para] 9617(a)(2). This
deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit #2 for the Site chosen in
accordance with CERCLA, and to the extent practicable, the NCP.

Al docurents considered or relied upon in reaching the renedy sel ection decisions contained in this
Record of Decision are included in the Adm nistrative Record for the Site and can be reviewed at the
information repositories.

V. SCCOPE AND ROLE OF THE OPERABLE UNI TS

The Site has been divided into two operable units.
1. Qperable Unit #1

Qperable Unit #1 (QUl) consisted of the onsite soils which had concentrations of |ead of 300 parts per
mllion (ppn) or greater. The Site-specific background lead |level range is from9-299 ppm QUL consisted of
the soils where the | ead concentration was determ ned to be above the background range. The soil areas,

defined by QUl, posed a threat to human health and the environnent prior to the Renedial Action in 1993
because of the risks associated with dernmal contact or ingestion of these soils. The



purpose of the QUL Renedial Action was to prevent incidental dernmal contact with or ingestion of contaninated
soil s.

2. (Qperable Unit #2

Operable Unit #2 (OU2) is the onsite and offsite ground water. A ground water verification study, which
is further explained on Page 8 of this RCD, was conducted to determne if any renediation of this operable
unit was required. A focused R sk Assessment of the ground water data was then done to determine if the
ground water beneath, or adjacent to, the Site posed a threat to hunman health or the environnent.

V.  SUWARY OF SI TE CHARACTER STI CS

The 1990 popul ation for Buffal o Township was estinated to be 6,600. The township occupies 23.9 square
mles, of which approximately 25%is under agricultural use. Corn fields border the Site to the north, west,
and east, and orchards border the Site to the south. The Site sits at the end of an
east-to-northeast-trending ravine. A snall unnaned tributary of Little Bull Creek discharges intermttently
onsite through this ravine.

The flow through the ravine originates fromsurface runoff and infiltration/seeps fromthe Site. A sub-basin
drai nage divide is marked by a flat hilltop which encircles the ravine except on the northeast. To the west
of the Site, an unnaned tributary of McDowell Run flows south through a narrow, steep valley. There are no
environnental | y-sensitive areas, such as wetlands or parks, in the imediate vicinity of the Site.

Simlarly, there are no endangered species or critical habitats |ocated near this Site.

Ceologically, the Site is located in the west-central part of the Al egheny Pl ateau Physi ographic
Province and is underlain by sedinmentary rocks of Pennsylvanian Age. Bedrock at the top portion of the Site
consi sts of medi umgrai ned sandstone. These sandstones are probably the bottom of the Mrgantown Sandstone
Menmber. In the | ower portions, bedrock consists of grey and red Birm ngham Shal es and cl aystones. This
| ayer also contains interbedded reddi sh shales, locally called Pittsburgh Red Beds.

G ound water flows through the Site through three water-bearing units contained in three different
geol ogi cal layers: (1) The shal |l ow Morgantown Sandstone unit is 15 to 60 feet thick throughout the Site.
The shal | ow wat er-bearing unit appears to be a perched systemwith limted recharge and storage capacity.
The unit di scharges through seeps and springs, and because of its |low productivity, it is unlikely to ever be
used as a residential water supply. (2) The Birm ngham Shal e/ Pittsburgh Red Beds |ayer is a sem -confined,
wat er-bearing unit at a depth of 70 feet, which flows to the east toward Little Bull Creek, Bull Creek, and
the Allegheny River. This unit is also considered unproductive, and therefore is not
likely as a water supply source. (3) The Saltsburg/Buffal o Sandstone is an apparently confined water-beari ng
unit at a depth of 180 feet. This water-bearing unit flows to the southeast, discharging to the Al egheny
Ri ver, and provides ground water to offsite residential wells that are not served by |ocal water authorities.
Al though this |Iower aquifer has not been classified, EPA believes that it has dass Il characteristics, which
neans that it could be used as a water supply.

NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAM NATI ON

Previous renoval activities at the Hanica Landfill Site resulted in the renoval of over 19, 000 druns
and 4,000 cubic yards of contam nated soils. A Renedial Action has al so been conpleted at the Site. The
nmost recent studies revealed that elevated | evels of organic and inorganic contam nants are still present at

the Site. The prinmary contam nants of concern include | ead and benzene. The nost contam nated portion of
the Site is the southern portion, near the ash nount, which is the where nost of the druns were stored
(Figure 2).

<Fi gur e>

G ound water anal yses reveal ed vol atil e organi c conmpounds at elevated |levels in the shallow, perched
wat er-bearing unit below the ash pit area (MW3S). However, this water-bearing unit is not used as a water
supply source and is unlikely to be used as such in the future. Onsite wells in the deeper aquifers indicate
m ni mal contam nation. None of the ground water sanples taken fromdonestic wells exhibited el evated | evel s
of site-related compounds. In addition, there is mninal degradation of the surface water quality in the
Site area. Based on available infornation, it is believed that offsite contam nant mgration in the deep and
internedi ate aquifers has not occurred to any significant extent. Levels of
contam nation are decreasing over tine and therefore it is projected that no significant contam nation of the
deep and internediate aquifers will occur in the future.

GRCUND WATER VERI FI CATI ON STUDY

The prinmary objective of the verification study was to gather sufficient ground and surface water data



at the Site and the surrounding vicinity to assess the need for renmediation, if any, of the ground water. No
air or soil sanples were collected as part of this study for Q2. Onsite nonitoring wells, as well as offsite
residential wells, were sanpled for four consecutive quarters. Qher objectives of this study were to
evaluate variations in water quality, to select nmonitoring wells for the |ong-termground water nonitoring
program and to provide information necessary for the design and pl acement of additional |ong-term nonitoring
wells if required.

The verification study was perfornmed during the period fromApril 1992 through January 1993, as outlined
in the RD work plan. The study consisted of four rounds of sanpling and anal ysis spaced three nonths apart.
Sanmpling was done in all four seasons of the year, and sanples were collected from
exi sting onsite ground water nonitoring wells, onsite and offsite surface water (i.e., streans, ponds, seeps,
and springs) |ocations, and nearby donestic wells as described in Table 1. The sanple |ocations were
generally the sane as those used to study the ground water during the R for QUl. The sanpling program was
desi gned to account for the seasonal ground water fluctuation and di scharge from ground water systenms in
response to the relative anounts and rates of recharge

A GROUND WATER MONI TORI NG WELL SAMPLI NG

Only eight of the ten cluster wells installed in 1988 and three of the shallow wells installed in 1982
contai ned sufficient water to obtain sanples. No additional nonitoring wells were drilled for this ground
wat er study. Gound water nonitoring wells MV 1S and MV 2D were not sanpl ed because they were either
conpletely dry or had an insufficient amount of water to perform sanpling



Table 1
Sanpl e Location Descriptions
Verification Study
Hranica Landfill Site
Butl er County, Pennsyl vani a

Sanpl e Identification Locati on
DW 1 113 Hranica Drive - well at outside spigot
DW 2 Lonesone Hol | ow Lane of f Howes Run - well at

ki t chen si nk

DW 4 143 Harvey Road - well at kitchen sink
DW 5 238 Ekastown Road - well at outside spigot

GNM3, 4, and 7 Pre-exi sting shallow nmonitoring well

MWV 1S, 11, and 1D Custer Wll Set 1
MV 21 and 2D Custer Wll Set 2
MWV 3S, 31, and 3D Cluster Wll Set 3

MV 41 and 4D Cluster Wll Set 4
SW1 Spring box (120-A Hranica Drive)
SW 2 Intersection of ravine with unnamed tributary of

McDowel | Run

SW3 Upstream of SW?2
SW4 Upstream of SW3
SW5 Upstream of SW4
SW6 Ponded water near Cluster Wll Set 1
SW7 spring house
SW8 spring (i.e., square reservoir)
SW9 pond
SW10 OGak tree seep on adjacent property
SW11 Unnaned tributary of Little Bull Creek
SW12 Spring at sink in Ashland service station (264 Ekast own Road)

SW 13 Little Bull Creek at bridge (288-A Ekastown Road)



Therefore, 11 of the 13 existing ground water nonitoring wells were sanpled during each round. The ground
wat er appears to be nost affected in the shall ow perched water directly underneath the fornmer ash pit

area. The water in this perched zone is not used as a water supply and is not likely to be used as such in
the future. The residents around the site are either connected to a public water supply or utilize a deeper
nore productive aquifer for their water. Some of the onsite nmonitoring wells situated within the
internedi ate and deep aquifer systens still exhibit |ow concentrations of a few contam nants. Contaninants
detected included vol atil e organi c compounds such as tol uene, xylene and ethyl benzene

B. DOMESTI C WELL SAMPLI NG

Subsequent to performance of the R, the local nmunicipality installed water |ines al ong Ekastown Road;
therefore, sone of the homeowners renoved their wells fromservice (e.g., DW3,). Four of the five domestic
wel l's were accessed and sanpl ed during the verification study with three wells (i.e., DM2, DW4, and DW5)
bei ng sanpled a total of three rounds each

Alternate donestic well sanple |ocations which woul d provide rel evant data were eval uated but could not be
found due to current availability of the municipal water supply. The total nunber of donestic wells in the
vicinity of the Site is gradually decreasing as nore homeowners hook up to the public water system Prior to
purging, any residential water purification and/or softening equi pment was di sengaged. Donestic ground water
adj acent to and downgradient fromthe Site does not display any significant contam nation

C.  SURFACE WATER SAMPLI NG

Al of the 14 surface water |ocations were sanpled during each of the four rounds. Surface water
i ncludes streans and ponds, as well as spring and seep discharges at a variety of locations near the Site
Surface water sanples were coll ected using random grab sanpling techniques. The procedure for stream
sanpling consisted of beginning at the farthest downstream /| ocati on and proceedi ng upstream Spring and seep
sanpl es were obtained fromnatural surface discharge points. Static water bodies were sanpl ed
fromthe bank so as not to disturb the sediments. Surface water sanples fromstreans and ponds adjacent to
and downgradi ent fromthe Site do not display any significant contam nation

VI. SUWARY OF SI TE RI SKS

The scope of the R sk Assessment was linmted to addressing the human health risks related to potentia
use of contam nated ground water by offsite residents downgradient of the landfill. The results fromthe
four deep wells, which were used for the Ri sk Assessnent, are described in Table 2. The R sk Assessnent is
t herefore considered focused in that only the ground water pathway, and not other potential exposure
pat hways, was eval uated and quantified

The scenario addressed in the Ri sk Assessnent was potential future use of potable water supplies that

nay becone contaminated by the migration of landfill constituents in the ground water. An exposure pat hway
is the course that a hazardous agent takes froma source to a receptor via environnental carriers or nedia.
An exposure route is how the transfer occurs, i.e., by inhalation, ingestion or dernmal contact. For an

exposure pathway to be conplete it nust consist of four elements: (1) a source and rel ease nechanism (2) a
transport mediumfor rel eased contam nants, (3) a point of contact with the contam nated nedium and (4)
intake routes at the point of contact by a receptor. The R sk Assessnment enphasized the deep wells onsite
because the deep aquifer is the aquifer used by the residents in the vicinity of the Site who are not
connected to the public water system

The mai n contam nants of concern in the ground water at this Site are | ead and benzene. These conpounds
are present in elevated concentrations onsite, and both are hazardous to human health and the environnent.
Car ci nogeni ¢ and non-carci nogeni ¢ risks presented by these contam nants were cal cul ated for the ground water
pat hway. The ground water data for |ead and benzene which were utilized to evaluate risk are described in
Table 3. R sks were calculated both for current uses and potential future uses of the
property by a defined population (i.e., offsite residents).

Excess lifetinme cancer risks for the Site were determined by multiplying the daily intake of chemicals
fromthe ground water pathway by the cancer potency factors. These risks are probabilities expressed in
scientific notation (i.e., 1E-6). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1E-6 indicates that an individual has a
one in a mllion chance of devel oping cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a
70-year lifetime. The EPA recommended upper limt for lifetine cancer risks is
between 1E-4 and 1E-6. However, the point of departure, as described in the National G| and Hazardous
Subst ances Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP), is considered to be 1E-6. Cancer risks fromthe ingestion of
contami nants in the groundwater were estimated at 9.77E-7 which is slightly | ess than one incremental cancer
case per one mllion exposed individuals.



<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>

Al concentrations are expressed in parts per billion (ppb).

The 95% Upper Confidence Limt (UCL) is derived fromthe nmean, or average concentration of a contamn nant
actually detected in the ground water at the Site. The 95% UCL exceeds the true nean or average sanple 95%
of the tine, and is therefore a conservative estimte of the nean.

*EPA has not established an MCL, Reference Dose or Carcinogenic Slope Factor for lead, but it was eval uated
using the Integrated Uptake Biokinetic Mddel. The Mdel was used to estinate the potential inpacts to
children that could result fromingestion of |ead reported in the ground water at the Site. The risks to
these offsite residents fromlead via the ground water pathway appear to be within the range normally

consi dered accept abl e.

As to the non-cancer effects, the calculated Hazard Index (H) for both adult and child residents was
zero. An H greater than 1.0 is characterized as presenting an unacceptabl e noncarci nogenic risk. The H is
t he neasurenent expressing the overall potential for noncarcinogenic effects posed by contam nants. The H
is the rati o between the average daily dose of a contaminant received by a human popul ation and the reference
dose. Reference doses have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects from
exposure to chenical s exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. In conclusion, the risks associated with the
ground water pathway are within an acceptable range, less than 1.0, and ground water remnediation is not
necessary.

VI. DESCRI PTION OF THE "NO ACTI ON' PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE

Under the "No Action" Alternative, EPA will not undertake any type of renedial action as there are no
remaining Site-related risks which would warrant EPA to inplenent a renedial action. The previous renova
and renedi al actions, which were conpleted by contractors working for ALCOA and PPG have renediated the Site
so that the residual risk posed by the Site is bel ow health-based standards and therefore does not warrant
any further renedial action. However, ground water nonitoring required by the QUL ROD will be reviewed every
five years in accordance with CERCLA [Para] 121(d) to assure that |owlevel concentrations of organic
conmpounds remaining in onsite nonitoring wells will not change so as to pose a risk to human health or the
environnent. A ground water nonitoring programw ||l be inplemented in accordance with the ROD for QUL to
enabl e EPA to neet this requirenment and to ensure Site conditions do not change so as to pose an unacceptabl e
risk. Gound water nmonitoring will begin in the Spring of this year and sanpling will be done twice a year
A total of ten rounds of data will therefore be collected prior to the first five year review.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a has expressed the opinion that the foll ow ng Pennsyl vani a regul ati ons
are relevant and appropriate requirenents for this operable unit renmedial alternative: 25 Pa. Code Sections
264.97(i) and (j), 264.100(a)(9). These Pennsylvania regulations generally require
remedi ati on of contam nated ground water to background levels. Wile EPA expresses no opinion herein as to
whet her applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements apply to a no-action renedial alternative, EPA
notes that the selected no-action alternative for Q2 will in fact achieve a reduction in contanmination to
background | evel s through natural attenuation and will therefore achieve the sane |evel of control as that
specified by 25 Pa. Code Sections 264.97(i) and (j) and 264.100(a)(9). Based on the
reduction in the concentration of contam nants observed in site nonitoring wells, it is estimated that
contam nant concentrati ons shoul d reach background levels within the next ten years. Table 4 depicts the
historical rate of attenuation of ground water contam nation at the Site. Levels of all contam nants show
over 95%reductions fromthe earliest rounds of ground water sanpling in 1982-83. WlIls that were not
drilled until 1988 have al so shown significant reductions in the last six years. For exanple, Wlls 2-1

4-1, and 4-D have contam nants present in substantially |ower concentrations than these sane wells did during
the 1988-89 sanpling. The rate of reduction of contam nation is not constant; it is higher in the nore
contaminated wells than it is in slightly contamnated wells. |If the average rate of reduction

is plotted, it is not a straight line plot, the concentrations approach the |evel of non-detection
asynptotically.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a has al so expressed the view that 25 Pa. Code [Para] 264.117 applies to
the no-action alternative and has requested that EPA include a provision for groundwater nonitoring for
aperiod of thirty years or until it can be denonstrated that concentration | evels of hazardous constituents
have renai ned at background levels for a period of three consecutive years. EPA expresses no opinion as to
whet her applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements apply to a no-action renedial alternative
However, EPA notes that the groundwater nonitoring programwhich will be conducted pursuant to the RCD for
QU1 will conply with the requirements of 25 PA Code [Para] 264.117

Docunent ation of Significant Changes



The alternative originally identified in the Proposed Plan is also the alternative selected in the ROD
There have been no significant changes made to the selected alternative in the tine period between the
i ssuance of the Proposed Plan on February 25, 1994 and the signing of the RCD.



Tabl e 4
Hranica Landfill - Natural Attenuation Data

1. Hoghest Hits from 1982-1983 Data (2 Rounds of Sanpling)

GV 3 GV 4 GW7
benzene 14 ND 5700
et hyl benzene 10 ND 15000
t ol uene 42 ND 24700
| ead 260 30 220

2. Hghest Hts from 1988-1989 Data (2 Rounds of Sanpling)

GW3 GW 4 GW7
benzene <5J <5J <5J
et hyl benzene ND ND 350
t ol uene <5J <5J <5J
xyl ene ND 6 4400
| ead ND ND ND

3. Hghest Hts from 1992-1993 Data (4 Rounds of Sanpling)

GV 3 GW 4 GWM 7
benzene ND ND 3J
et hyl benzene ND ND 3J
t ol uene ND ND ND
xyl ene ND ND 27
| ead 8.1 12 7.9
Al concentrations are expressed in parts per billion (ppb).

J neans the contam nant was present but at a | eve
bel ow the quantitation limt.



VIII. RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The EPA established a public comment period from February 25, 1994 to March 26, 1994 on the Proposed
Pl an (which described EPA's Preferred Remedial Alternative) and other site-related information for the
Hranica Landfill Site in Buffal o Township, Butler County, Pennsylvania. The Gound Water Verification Study
and other site-related docunents utilized by the EPA to select the No Action Alternative for Cperable Unit #2
are included in the Site's Administrative Record file and have been available to the public since the
begi nning of the public comment period. A public neeting was held on March 8, 1994 and approxi mately 15
people were in attendance. A technical presentation by EPA at the neeting was followed by a short question
and answer period. The only witten comments received during the public comrent period were from PADER

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to sunmarize significant comments, criticisns and new data
recei ved during the public nmeeting or in witing, and to provide EPA s responses to the coments.

This community relations responsiveness sunmary is divided into the follow ng sections:
Section |. Overview. A discussion of the public's response to the No Action Alternative.

Section I1. Background of Community Invol venent and Concerns: A
di scussion of the history of community interest and concerns
rai sed during renedial planning activities at the Site.

Section I11. Summary of Significant Conments Received during the Public
Comment Period and Agency Responses. A summary of comments
or questions and the EPA responses categorized by topic.

Section |. Overview

Comrent s received fromthe public suggest that area residents do not object to the No Action
Alternative. The residents seemsatisfied that response actions undertaken at the Site have adequately
remedi ated the site. Sone residents did have questions about the future sanpling during the sem -annual
monitoring of the ground water. The residents were informed by the EPA that the ground water nonitoring
programwi |l be carried out twice a year for the next five years. Al of these data will be analyzed in the
five-year review to assure that hunman health and the environnent are bei ng adequately protected.

Section Il1. Background of Community Invol venent and Concern:

The Site history dates back to 1957. Between 1957 and 1960, the landfill was first used as a di sposal
area for industrial waste, and between 1960 and 1973, industrial wastes were burned at the site. Public
attention was first focused on the site in the late 1960's when contami nation of springs on an adjacent farm
was attributed to the disposal of waste liquids at the landfill.

A Prelimnary Assessnent of the Site by EPA was conducted in April, 1981 and the results of the Hazard
Ranki ng System (HRS) ranked the Site for inclusion on the National Priorities List. On May 9, 1983, |ocal
residents net with representatives of PADER, PPG ALCQA and D Appol onia (the renoval
contractor) to discuss renoval actions planned for the Site. In addition, an executive nmeeting with
muni ci pal, county, state, and federal officials was conducted by PADER to di scuss the renoval actions.

At a second neeting held on Decenber 17, 1984 between PADER and the Buffal o Townshi p Board of
Supervi sors, the Township expressed the need for an investigation of health related i npacts, and a fornal
request by the Township for a cancer study was made on Decenbers 27, 1984. In July, 1985, after anal yzing
cancer nortality data fromthe Pennsylvania vital statistics systemfor Buffal o Townshi p and Butler County,
t he Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Health concluded that no substantial evidence of aberrant cancer
nortality levels or patterns were detected in the data and the data did not indicate a need for further study
or analysis.

A public nmeeting on the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit #1 was held on June 7, 1990. The public
comment s focused on individual contact with contam nated soil onsite and definition of organic and i norganic
conmpounds. There were al so several questions on the nature and extent of the ground water contam nation.

Anot her public meeting was held on June 24, 1993, just prior to initiation of the Remedial Action for
the contam nated soils. The different aspects of the Remedial Action were explained to the residents and
this was followed by a short question and answer period. There were several questions about a small bridge
on the road leading up to the Site. The bridge was reinforced as part of the Remedial Action to enable it to
withstand the extra weight of the trucks |oaded with soil.

Public comrents on the neeting on March 8, 1994 focused on the ground water and the future ground water



noni toring program The townshi p supervisor stated that he had received no conplaints fromresidents
concerning the Site or the manner in which the Site was being renedi ated

Section I1l1. Sunmary of Mjor Comments Received during the Public Comrent Period and Agency Responses
1. Living Near the Site

Comment: A resident asked if the Site was still a threat to hunman heal th, and whether the nearby residents
were in any way endangered by it.

EPA: The Site does not present a significant threat to human health or the environnent through any possible
exposure pathway. There were several organic conpounds found at low levels in onsite monitoring wells in the
nost recent study of the ground water. However, the site-related contam nants are at such | ow |l evel s that
they do not pose a significant human health threat via the ground water pathway.

2. Ofsite Mgration of Contam nation

Comment: A resident asked whether any site-related contami nation was migrating offsite via the ground water
and i npacting nearby drinking water wells.

EPA: Al though Site-related contanination is present at lowlevels in onsite nonitoring wells, it is not
mgrating offsite and contaminating nearby drinking water wells. The recent ground water verifications
studi ed included sanmpling five residential wells. The residential wells which were sanpled did not show any
site-related contani nation

3. Conpletion of the Renedial Action
Comment: A resident asked if the Renedial Action, which began in June, 1993, had been conpl et ed

EPA: The Renedial Action for QUL was conpleted in |ate Septenber, 1993. However, O & Mactivities will occur
periodically in the future. These activities include the groundwater nonitoring programand al so i nspections
of the Site to check that the fence and soil cover have not been disturbed in any way.

4., Future Gound Water Monitoring Program
Comrent :  PADER inquired about the length of the future ground water nonitoring program

EPA: Mst of the onsite nonitoring wells, as well as several offsite surface water |ocations, will be
sanpl ed twi ce per year for the next five years. After five years, EPA in consultation with PADER will
exam ne all ten sets of the data, and deci de whether human health and the envi ronnent continue to be
adequately protected by the renmedy. As described on Page 31 of the ROD for QUl1, this ground water
nonitoring programis part of the Qperation and Maintenance (O & M for the Site and will continue for a
total of 30 years.

5. PADER G ound Water ARAR

Comrent :  PADER has expressed the opinion that the foll owi ng Pennsyl vani a regul ati ons are rel evant and
appropriate requirements for QU2: 25 Pa. Code Sections 264.97(i) and (j), 264.100(a)(9). These regul ations
generally require renedi ati on of contam nated ground water to background | evels.

EPA: EPA disagrees with this opinion, and does not consider the above regul ations as rel evant and
appropriate requirements for this operable unit. See Page 15 of this ROD for a nore detail ed expl anation

6. Rate of Natural Attenuation in the Future

Comrent : PADER al so asked about the future rate of natural attenuation, and nore specifically about the
basis for the EPA estimate that it would take ten years for all contam nants to reach background
concentrations

EPA: The ten-year cleanup estinmate is based on the historical rate of decrease in contamnant levels in the
onsite nonitoring wells over the last ten years. For exanple, between 1982 and 1988, the concentrati on of
benzene at nonitoring well GM7 decreased from 5700 ppb to 5 ppb. This reflects a

decrease of 949 ppb/year assuming a constant rate of decrease over the six-year period. Cdearly, the rate of
decrease is not constant, since over the four-year period from 1988 to 1992, the concentration of benzene in
the same well decreased from5 ppb to 3 ppb, which reflects a rate of decrease of 0.5 ppb/year. |If this rate
of decrease continues in the future, the concentrati on of benzene in this well should be 1 ppb in four years.
Gven that the rate of contam nant decrease will probably continue to dimnish in

future years, and that the Site has recently been disturbed by placenent of the soil cover, it wll



undoubt ably take | onger than four years for contam nant concentrations to reach 1 ppb, but it should take
|l ess than 10 years based on this analysis of historical data that are available for the Site.



